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l, GAO's funection in considering objectiovns to
the technical evaluation of proposals is nct
to evaluate them, but to examine the record
ana consider whether the procuring agency's
deterninations have heen clearly shown to bhe
unreasonable,

2, Whether proposals are technically equal is
not determined solely by the difference in
the point scores, Rather, it is the
procuring agency's judgment as to the
signifizance of the difference,

3. Where an RFP solicits a firm, fixed-price
contiraat, asks for cost or pricing data, and
advisen that a price evaluation would be
perforited, the award of a contract is not
improper even though the evaluation was not
perforned, since the eventual contract
negotiated was based on adequate price
competition.

Intermountain Research (Intermountain) protests the
award of a contract to Chamhers Consultants & Planners
(Chambers) under request for proposals (RFP) No, YA-553-
RFP2-1036 issued by the Department of the Interior, Bureau
of Land Manpagement (Interior). The RFP solicited offers for
a firm, fixed-price contrac* for a:/Class II Cultural
Resource Inventory un the Mormon Mountains, Nevada.,
Essentially, this process is an oxamlnatlon of an area's
surface and exposed profile from which data is colleceuvd to
identify an! rocord all cultural resource sites wiihin the
defined area,

We deny the protest.
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Intermovrntain subhmits that Tnterior did not understand
the effort reauired to acconplish the yoals of this procure-
ment, Inter:.cuntain argues that Interior was not willing to
pay a fair parket price for the inventory and awarded a con-
tract to Charrers whose offer siapificantly understated the
manpover regiirements necessary for successful completion of
the inventoxy. In support of its position, Intermountain
contends that the II'E requirement (a two-phase inventory of
187,708 acres of which 8 percent of the acreage would he
inventoried rapnpdomly in Phase I and a selected portion
amounting to 2 percent would be inventoried in Phase II)
cannot be met with the level of effort (man-days) proposed
by Chambers, Intermountain argues that there are no
industry standards for this type of contracting, However,
Intermountain posits that the Government estimate and the
estimates provided by the other offerors constitute data
that should have been used by Interior, We note that those
estimates were all higher than that proposed by Chambers,
Internountain also objects to Interior's conclusion that
Chanmbers' propmsal, which received a lower technical score
than Intermountain's proposal, was considered technically
equal to Interiwuntain's proposal,

Interior argues that its estimate wf the effort
necessary to .swet the RFP's specifications was based on
vrecenl contracts for inventory surveys in similar areas and
current cost eatimates, It is Interior's position that its
estimate was a valid wmeasure for comparison-and was in fact
uséd during negotiations and award of a contract to
Chambers. Interior advises that in the technical evalua-
tion, it was determined that Chambers: and Intermountain were
technically equal, even though Intermountain's technical
score was 6.8 »oints higher than that of Chambers. Further-
more, Interior points out that jlt found Chambers' proposed
crew to be highly skilled and that the proposed field inven-
tory and recordation methods would result in a high produc~
tivity level., We note that Interior was concerned with what
it termed Chambers' conservative rroposed level of effort
and the excessive level of effort prownosed by the other
cfferors. HMHowz=var, in its best and final offer, Chamiovs
did propose an increase in such levei. Interior's Tecuaical
Proposal Evaluation cornittee (committee) founil that bobn
Ch#mbers and Intermountain could provide top guulity work;
but, when pricoe was consideresd, Chanbers was onosen o
award,
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The main thruast of Intermountain's protest is the
technical evaluation of Chapmbers' proposal, In resolving
ciey 1n vhicen a protester challenges the yalldlty of a
technicnl evaluation, it is not the functidn of our Office
to evaluate proposals in order to determine which ghould
have been selecced for award, The determipation of the
relative nmerits of prOposals is the rasponsibility of the
procuring agency, since it nmust bear the burden of any
di.tfizulties incurred by reason of a defective - luation,
anccordingly, we have held that procuring offici . enjoy a
reasonable dearee of discreti»n in the evaluati = of pro-
posals and that such determinations are entitled to areat
weight and nust pot he disturbed unless shoun to be
arbitrary or in violation of the procurenent statutes and
regulatinns. Airport Management Systens, Inc., B-1920296,
May 25, 1978, 78-1 CpPD 395,

The RFP advised that the technical evaluation factors
were divided into four, .categories, The total number of
tecaunical points available vas 100, with the most inmportant
category having 40 points and the least important 10
points., In regard to price, ecach offeror was advised that
"price would be of lesser relative importance than the four
technical categories." Moreover, that fact was emmphas.zed
by the phrase that "quality performance is considered
vital," which was contained under the Award Determination
paragraph of section "A," Evaluation and Award Factors.

A review of the committee's narrative indicatcs that
Intermountain's proposal was found to have the best
structure, In addition, the personnel proposed and npast
perfornance were considered excellent. However, tha 1
cormittee found that Intermcuntain over~stimated the anmount
of proposed field time for this project. This was viewed as
the principal technical deficiency., Chambors' proosal was
also de+erinined to be excellent. The comi'itee s

extrorely inpreased with the comhinacion ¢ nrofs .ional
exvertise offored by Charmbers. In additis. to ov standing
pastc reacformanen, the coamittece found tha- Tharmh. o had e
iy, v slel e o7 Tngawior's newds ard ..;.‘y PSR 5
Nou 2w tarss, the PDWJtLuLe, while iniiial stavd .. v at
Chartr»re ! resienal theoretical nmndo2l was zrod, R I LT O B
that Jhamioers' pxopOb'l haq deficient since it dld not
goreen T e T g T Bha Coarpan toensaine e TEFLERNLR SN S
Lhhw o> s e ~.11.|; the proproaad i e kd Lo owoa
! - e riant of these Jadr - fTanaois, the
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projent uss a strong roint, During negotiatjons, each
company was a’llvised o7 its ipdividual deficiencies and asked
for a best and final nffer. There was then a reevaluation
of proposals which rezultad in an increase in the point
scores for each coppany (Final technical score; Intermoun-
tain 93,1; Chumbers 85,2), The comnittee concluded that
hoth companies rpould provids top quality work and their pro-
posals were u—vsentially equal,

Based on our review of the committee's parratjves and
the individual evaluation sheets, in light of the RFP
requirements, we cannot say that the evaluation of the pro-
posals or the decigion tc award to Chambers was arbitrary,
improper or in violation of ther various procurenent statutes
and regulationa, In addition, we note that the contract was
successfully conpleted with no changes to the terms of the
contract,

In regard %o Intermountain‘s objections to Interior's
determination o? technical equality despite the 6,8-point
difference in t.uchnical prOposals, we find such to he with-
out merit, The use of point scores is only a guideline to
intell)igent decisionnaking, The critical consideration is
not the differorice in the scores; rather, it is the agency's
judgment as to the significance of the difference. Seec Grey
Advertising, Inc,, 55 Comp. Gen. 1111 (1976), 76-1 CPh 325,
Here, 1nterior viewed the difference as insignificant and
found both procosals to be technically equal. We fin«d that
the committee's narrestives, noted above, support such
determination,

Furthermore, we also find that Intermountain's argument
that Interior uas unwilling to pay a fair market price has
no nmerit. JInterior prepared a cost estimate which totaled
$42,64) for tre entire project. Intermountain's price was
$48,621 and Chambers' pvice was $43,308., intermountain con-
tends that there were certain iraccuracies in the cost esti-
mate which it heliecves should raize the coct estiniate to
$46,339. To than figure Intermountain suggests *bhat an

ddd:tionnl 5 percent for prefit shoulcd ko incluses’ Mich
vould result irn a nmore realictic estavate (536, 0508),

There is rno need in this circunstance for our Office to
review Intermountain's contentlnn that Interiov's 208t nbti-
te contained certain irncrivacias gioe Loaa p?u:uv 't
vay for a firn, firxed-nrics “wtr\"‘ ans o oeho o alnnrLot
ot expected t» erceed 102,000, San Faedeial 'rihhrﬂmﬁl'
:egulatums 6 1- 3 bO? 3 \J“l» ecd,, araend, 202), Mepenec o, A
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